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RONALD DWELLE

Come in, Don. Come in and sit down.
No need to be nervous. This is what we in the English Department call a "tutorial:'
a chance to go over your last report, to see where you did well and where you could
have done better. Hopefully, you'll be able to continue with your successes on subsequent reports-and to correct some of the deficiencies we might find today. OK?
Good, then. Let's look through this one, called "Address for Faculty- August 16,
1987:' (The title's OK, Don, but a little flat and dull. Next time, try for more oomph-try
to capture the essence of your report in a word or phrase.)
The report opens well, with a clear statement of your main point-that "the degree
of our success depends on our ability to integrate the two campuses:' It's important
to get the main point out clearly, and you do it here.
After the clear main point, the rest of your opening paragraph is not so strong,
Don. In fact, you really weaken your thesis, with the statement about "a qualified-no
being the same as a qualified-yes:' and so on. Rather than forthright and direct, like
your main point, this section seems wishy-washy and uncertain.
Don, you have to consider your audience. They know about qualifiers and how
to distinguish subtleties. You don't need to give them this qualified yes/no stuff. They're
looking for someone to stand up front and say something precise and certain-not
to qualify everything, or at least not to qualify the obvious. So the end of this first
section takes on the consistency of peanut butter. You wouldn't begin one of your
Thursday evening dinners at the Peninsula Club with peanut butter, would you? Of
course not. And it's no way to begin a report either.
Your next two paragraphs are very good, Don. First you outline your view (calling
it a "vision" is clever-a ·nice touch!) of the Allendale campus, as a traditional sort
of undergraduate college but with a bunch of professional programs-an idea that
everyone is pretty much used to.
Then you move into the Grand Rapids campus. A good progression, since you first
make your audience comfortable with what they know, then ease into something newwhat they're really curious about and, yes, a little nervous about.
The picture of the Grand Rapids campus is good-a blend of research, graduate
education, continuing education, telecommunications, consulting services, and a significant library-all intended to service a regional city.
This part on the two campuses is the strongest section of your report- well doneand I only see two minor problems that your readers will focus on. The first is just
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a small stylistic error, the statement that "Grand Valley can be the blender:' Really,
Don, that's a pretty atrocious image you are evoking in your listener's mind, this vision
of Grand Valley being a giant Osterizer that's going to mince, chop, puree, and liquify
all these ingredients you're bringing together downtown. What will we end up with-a
bloody hash?
The second problem is more substantial, your talk of the significant library. I know
you did say "access to a significant library;' but your audience is obviously thinking
"a library downtown? What's this all about?" So when you come back to the subject
later in the report, they're going to notice it more than they would have otherwise.
We'll see later that it may be best to downplay this library thing.
Don, you might have added to this section some more specifics on the "campus"
itself. After all, your readers do think of you as primarily a money getter and a "brickand-mortar" President. They're interested in some information on the physical layout, the facilities, and so on. I understand you don't want to go into detail on this,
of course-that you want to appear more "academic" in this report-but if you'd let
a bit of your strong suit appear here, your weak suit might not be so noticeable. Like,
are you going to have an office downtown? With a little humor, you could play that
one well, so everyone won't wonder if they'll ever see you in Allendale again.
The next section of your report, on the faculty's role on these two campuses, is
also good. However, this part really needs to be superb. It is here that your audience
will be most attentive, since your description of the professor's job and professor's
duties most directly affects each of them. Unfortunately, this section is not quite as
strong as your earlier section, and you probably should have worked more on it, since
everyone will be listening so closely.
First you describe what an undergraduate faculty is like-emphasizing teaching, being
available to students, involved in the extra-curricular life of students, and so on. Then
you describe the faculty of the regional university-engaging in research, publishing,
accommodating their schedules to employed students, attuned to the career advancement of their students, a,nd so on.
I think this is where you have your first serious difficulty in the report, Don. What
you need to ask yourself is, how will the typical teacher respond?
You see, when you set up this dichotomy between an undergraduate-college faculty
and a graduate-university faculty, most listeners will be placing themselves in one camp
or another. "I guess I'm basically an undergraduate teacher;' or "I'm ready to get into
the graduate school business;' or whatever.
But then, at the conclusion of this section, you pull the switch, and most of your
readers will be surprised or shocked or at least annoyed. Here, everyone has been
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attentive, thinking they're going to have to commit in one direction or anothercertainly reasonable assumptions in the new two-campus system-and then you say:
"To ask a faculty as a whole to function effectively in both environments is unusual
and new in higher education. Our institution will be measured by how successfully
we do it:'
Every listener has been thinking, "I've got to be one or the other;' and now you're
suddenly saying to them, "No. You have to be both!" Now, Don, the first reaction
in your listeners is likely to be "That's impossible;' and I think you make a major
error in the report on this crucial point. At the least, you want to follow this statement with some kind of description of your new type of faculty member-and it should
be in the most glowing and encouraging terms. But you say nothing at all, Don! What
are your readers going to think? Here you've dropped a bomb on them and then walked
away. Many will have this picture of themselves endlessly driving back and forth
between Allendale and Grand Rapids-9 a.m. in Allendale; 11 a.m. in G.R.; 2 p.m.
in Allendale; 6 p.m. in G.R. A life wasted on M-45.
What you have to do is present this new situation in a more positive way, as a challenge rather than a burden. Perhaps you could present an image of this "new" faculty
member similar to your pictures of the two "old" faculty members. Show an example
of how they will devote themselves to research and publishing and consulting and,
at the same time, to the needs of undergraduate students. Frankly, such a mixture
will seem so impossible to most of your readers that you will need to provide the
image for them. Show them how these contradictions aren't really contradictions.
From here, Don, your report really suffers from a number of reverses that almost
undo all the advances you have made. After you leave your readers hanging on the
"new faculty" matter, you immediately follow up with a description of what other
people have to do-student services, admissions, financial aids, accounting, plant,
and security. This is obviously true, but the major part of your audience-the faculty-is
likely to see this with some alarm. They will be imagining an administration bloated
with more new people, and they will undoubtedly wonder how this is going to shake
down in budget terms. You've said they'll all be one faculty, but here we have two
plant departments. They may well wonder, where's the money coming from? You see,
when you're going to make a problematic or negative point, like this image of a bloated
administration, it would be best to hide it away-make it a minor item after one of
your major strong points. But in this position-following the weak point of the new
double-role faculty, it compounds the let-down.
You do recover a bit, in the paragraph which begins "I see the challenge as formidable, the outcome dependent on whether or not a large majority of us share the vision
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of what we are becoming , and feel positively about it:' But even that statement seems
a little flat because of its negative tinges, like "whether or not:' Why should you even
let "not" be a possibility if your vision is right? And why "a large majority"? If your
vision is good, why not "every last one of us" or something like that.
Unfortunately, you again follow with a very downbeat passage, about the Stow and
Davis property, about your hopes of "finding immediate uses for the property so that
it will be self-supporting until academic uses are found:' Again, this is a negative turn.
You've just told them they're going to have to work two jobs and now you tell them
you've got this big new hunk of property which you don't know how you're going
to use or pay for. And there are probably a few of your readers who noticed that
it's all administrators and "townies" who are attending to the planning-you don't
mention any faculty involvement at all. It wouldn't hurt to at least make a gesture
toward the faculty-you know, pretend that they might have something useful to say
about the situation.
Also, the conclusion to this section of your report has a couple of weak spotsmostly of phrasing rather than substance. First, your statement that "I cannot foresee all the implications" of the new downtown center should probably be expressed
in a more positive way-maybe about "all the possibilities:' The way it's stated could
easily be interpreted to mean than you're not too careful or have little foresight. It
sounds as though you're just totally devoted to getting buildings and to physical expansion, but not too certain of academic matters-not a stirring conclusion, especially
for this group. And the little self-aggrandizing statement about how these things are
"wearing on Presidents and Public Relations officers"! In a way, it is cute, but it's also
a bit offensive in that you pair yourself with PR folks- the group in the administration which generally gets the least respect from the faculty.
The next section of the report-on what will happen to the Allendale campus-is
good. The only problem is the library thing which I've mentioned before. After all,
everybody in your audience-all the faculty-have been through graduate school programs and know about the importance of libraries to research and graduate education. So, they are going to be wondering how you're going to have this research and
graduate center downtown but the library and its new addition all in Allendale. You
talk about "automating the information exchange process;' but that all sounds a little vague. Are you going to ship books downtown on request? Bring back the College
IV Bookmobile? You need to clarify this a bit.
The new science building section is fine, though a few in the audience might like
a bit on budget for this one as well. Looking at the big bucks going out for the downtown center, many mi!?'ht think these new Allendale buildings are just pipe dreams.
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(You didn't say, of course, but if they are just pipe dreams, you've handled it well.)
Now, for the last section of your report, the five "miscellaneous" items.
First off, you should probably question yourself on the overall arrangement. Tacking these five on the end sort of lets your report "fizzle out:' It might have been better
if you had somehow worked them in earlier so that you could have concluded with
a more stirring summation, perhaps amplifying the "vision" that you alluded to earlier.
Each of the five sections is generally clear and concise, but there are a few problems. The teacher accreditation thing-it seems a bit odd that you spend so much
time on it, but otherwise it's OK. The joke regarding Professor TenEyck is cute.
The second topic, however, has some major problems that you haven't dealt with
well enough. You bring up some odd points about graduate education- first, that
applications of new students at the graduate level are way down, and second, a series
of fundamental questions about running the graduate program. And your concluding statement-'-'we have not analyzed the future demand for graduate education adequately nor planned for recruitment'!.._I mean, Don, how will people react to that?
Here you've been suggesting a vision for the future that builds a whole new downtown campus heavily committed to graduate education, and you've tried to move the
faculty to think of themselves as involved in both undergraduate and graduate. Then
you turn right around and say you're not sure if there will be students for the program and you don't know exactly how to administer it. If your audience gets through
this section without gasping a bit, you'll be very lucky! To many of them, this sounds
as though you're admitting you've just devoted a number of years and millions of
dollars to a project, the fundamentals of which you're ignorant about. This is not
a confidence builder, Don. In fact, this seems to me the low point of the entire report.
The third miscellaneous topic-on hiring new faculty-is fine, but I'd like to comment on one sentence: "A really bad administration can be overcome by an excellent
faculty more easily, I believe, than a competent administration can replace a weak
faculty:' Now the idea, here, may be true- I'm not so much concerned with that,
as with your way of stating it. This is almost an insult to your audience, Don. I mean,
what would be wrong with flattering them a bit? Why not say something like, "An
excellent faculty can overcome a bad administration, but with a weak faculty, good
education is impossible. So it's up to you to hire an excellent faculty. Etc. Etc. "You
would lose the threat of "replacing a weak faculty;' but you could state that more
directly if you wanted.
The fourth topic-the economic outlook-again is handled satisfactorily. However,
I think the report would have been more effective if you had dealt with the questions
that came to everyone's mind as they heard you. Here you're reporting that "the dol-
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lars may not be coming at quite so fast a pace;' and everyone is wondering how this
squares with the big money projects you've been talking about in the rest of the report.
The fifth topic-minorities. You do a good job of positioning yourself in a favorable
light. This is really nicely done, Don.
I've already mentioned that the summation is pretty flat, especially when you top
it off with the lame comment on the football team, Don. True, everyone thinks of
the team as one of your pet projects, but there's no need to highlight it in front of
the faculty. It wouldn't hurt at all to put the most positive light possible on your
academic inclinations here, no matter how minor they are in your overall scheme.
Next report, Don, why not try to do a little more preliminary thinking and
planning-say maybe start with clarifying the "vision" and then projecting it in the
most positive academic terms. Then, in the middle of the report, you could handle
the details and the miscellaneous items, relating them all to this vision; and finally
return to the vision, with a vigorous or even stirring conclusion that asserts the importance of academics at Grand Valley. It would not only make your report much better
and more dynamic but it would also let you come across as though you knew what
you were doing and had everything-not just the money raising-under control.
OK?
What's that? The grade?
I guess about a C +, Don. Pretty well executed in spots, but generally weak in substance.
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